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Dear Mr. Hawkes: OSC-RP

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (Tribes} of the Flathead Nation have
received and reviewed a copy of the National Purk Service’s Winter Use Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Yellowstone and Grand Teton National
Parks and John D. Rackefeller, Jr, Memorial Parkway (Parks). The substantial increase
in winter recreational use of these areas is cause for concern. The following comments
relate to Tribal coneerns regarding the content of this document.

We helieve that this process of consultation, as it relates to Indian tribes, is flawed.
Federal Government agencies are required to consult on a government-to-governiment
‘basis with tribes. Although the DEIS mentions consultation with tribes, this consultation
has generully occurred alter development of altematives and the selection of the Preferred
Alternative.

Our primary concern relates to adverse impacts of motorized winter use upon the natural
and eultural resources within the Parks. The DEIS concentrates solely upon paving the
way for increased winter use, rather than limiting winter uscs for cultural and natural
resource prolection. There seems 1o be internal inconsistency between proposed
alternatives in the DEIS and the agency”s mandate under the National Park Service (NPS)
Organic Act, which directs the agency to “protect park resources and provide for the
enjoyment of those rescurcees in a mannce that leaves them unimpaired for future
generations™. The goal oFthe DEIS appears 1o be to facilitate more winter use in the
Parks rather (han protection of natural and cultural resources for future generations.

Grooming of toads for snowmobiles is resulting in changes in winter use by bison at
Yellowstene, Migration of bison from the geyser basins has resulted in the shooting of

F tnnonor ui the yoars af dedivaned seevies o e Tribes by the 2w Michocl ) Pabile, the position ol Chyirean will remain vacam

until Junuary 2000, wish the Vive Chairman assuming the dutes as provided by the CSKT constilution.
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approximately 2,000 bison outside the Park to date. Although bison are discussed as an
“important elcment of the ethnographic landscapes signilicant o American Ir‘ldlans”
(page 132 of the DEIS), this process largely ignores the importance of bison in favor of
hurnan activities thal are obviously detrimental to this resource,

Moose and other ungulates may alsa be adversely impacted by winter uses. This
situation warrants a change in policy as it applies to road grooming. We strongly. suggest
that groonting of the roads be decseased near geyser basins and other arcas at which
wildlife impacts have been demonstrated.

A related issue in the document deals with the propesal for plowing roads,” We strongly
urge the National Park Service to remove this concept from the docurent. Once again,
constderation of this idea seettis to boklly contradict the role of the agency as a resource
manager.

Although the impact of current winter uses upon forest camivores 1s uu]m_own, the
potential for conlict and disturbance of Canadian Iynx and wolverines exists. These
animals avoid areas of luman activity and disturbances. There is a need for closer
evafuation of potential impacts upon these species.

Timing of use of the areas is also & concern with regard 1o its impac!;suponwﬂd]ife.
Wildlift is impacted in a number of ways by curren winlex use. Winter nse occurs at a
critical 1ime in terms of wildlife movements, winter survival, and reproductive stress.

There is an additional conflict between wildlife and night use of park roads by
snowmobiles. To alleviate this situation, banning snowmobile use between sunset and
sunrise maybe an appropriats option. Snch a resiriction wonld result in a lower fevel of
disturbance of wildlife and uman visitors and should create a safer environment for both
snowmobile users and wildiife by reducing the potential for collisions.

Given the ever-inereasing amount of winter use within the Parks, it seerns clear that the
need exists for development of more stringent controls on the number of users and the
timing of those uses. This process may provide an opportunity for the National Park
Service to seriously exatnine re-disteibution of winter nse to better fit the natural and
cultural resource menagement goals of the areas.

There seerms to be an opportunity for the Parks to incrense mass transit opportunities for
visitars. Certainly, there are additional visitors who o noet own or have access to
snowmobiles who would Fke to visit the Parks during the winter.

The impact of snowmobile use occusring in the Parks is a serious concern. A realand
growing problem exists due to the exhaust emissions of the number of snowmobiles that
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currently operate in the Perks. The impact of thesc emissions is a concetn beeause of the
Parks’ designation as Class [ areas under the Clean Air Act. The Tong-term cumulative
impacts of emissions upon air quality and food and medicinal plants as cultural resources
have not been adequately addressed.

Additionally, poise impacts have not been adequately addressed. Many tribal visitors
come to Parks for solitude and pristine environment as part of a traditional cultural
practice. Noise levels exceeding 60dB have indirect impacts on natural and eulturat
resources.

Regardless of the alternative that is ultimately selected, there is a compelling need 1o
continue winter use and associsted impact studies. These studics should be directed ata
detailed epalysis of direct, indirect and cunmulative impacts to allow adaptive
management strategics.

None of the alternatives listed in the DEIS thoroughly deal with the issues that are
discussed above, Careful evaluation of each alternative and reconsideration of ather
aliernatives not inchuded is strongly suggested. To do less puts the National Park Service
in a position of violating its own mandates.

We apnreciate the opportunity to provide corynents on the DEIS.

Sincerely,
Confodarated Salish and Kootenzi Tribes

DLl

D. Fred Matt, Vice Chairran
Tribal Council
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Page 1. Re: Flawed consultation process. The National Park Service is committed to recognizing the past and present existence of American Indiansin the
region and the traces of their use as an important part of the cultural environment to be preserved and interpreted. Throughout the planning process the
National Park Serviceinvited American Indian tribes traditionally affiliated with the greater Y ellowstone area (Blackfeet, Crow, Nez Perce, Northern
Arapahoe, Northern Cheyenne, Confederated Salish and Kootenai, Shoshone-Bannock, Shoshone-Eastern Band, Assiniboine & Sioux, Cheyenne River Sioux,
Crow Creek Sioux, Flandreau Santee Sioux, Gros Ventre & Assiniboine, Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Lower Brule Sioux, Oglala Sioux, Rosebud Sioux,
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux, Spirit Lake Sioux, Standing Rock Sioux, and the Y ankton Sioux) to consult, as well asto participate in ageneral tribal consultation
meetings. One such meeting was held at Y ellowstone National Park on May 20, 1999, during which the Winter Use Plan/Environmental |mpact Statement
was discussed. Winter use was discussed at prior meetings, and at a subsequent meeting on April 26, 2000. The National Park Service will continue to
consult with representatives of affiliated tribes as actions resulting from this plan are implemented, to insure that their interests and concerns are adequately
addressed, as well asto develop and accomplish its future programsin away that respects the beliefs, traditions, and other cultural values of the American
Indian tribes who have ancestral tiesto the area.

Page 1. Re: Increasing winter use is not consistent with NPS goals and mandates. There has been no legal finding through environmental analysis that
motorized use adversely impacts park resources. The DEIS expresses the need to deal with the impacts of winter use, including motorized access, while
continuing to provide opportunities in accordance with NPS mandates. Alternatives devel oped to meet this need all address issues regarding winter use. Over
time, they are al intended to find alevel of use (recreation capacity) consistent with resource needs and other visitors. If the variety of winter uses are found
to have unacceptable impacts, management actions will be undertaken to eliminate or mitigate them. The FEIS will provide greater detail on the amounts of
motorized use that might result from each alternative, as well as any needed mitigation.

Page 2. Re: Bison. The fundamental purpose of an EIS isto disclose impacts of a proposed action and alternativesto it. The possible impacts on bison for
each alternative are disclosed in the DEIS.

Page 2. Re: Moose and other ungulates. The impacts on moose and other ungulates are disclosed in the DEIS. The possible impacts on wildlife expressed in
the Final EIS will be considered before afinal decision is made.

Page 2. Re: Proposed road plowing. NPS isrequired to evaluate the impacts of existing winter recreation use on park resources. NPS cannot do this and
eliminate the concept of plowing from the EIS.

Page 2. Re: Canada lynx and wolverines. The impacts of winter use on lynx and wolverines are evaluated using the best available data for the park units.
Note that for a programmatic EIS and plan, information does not need to be exhaustive nor reported in voluminous detail. Where additional information may
be needed subsequent to the decision process, NPS will indicate a need for monitoring or programmed study.

Page 2. Re: Use and wildlife impacts. These impacts are reflected in the DEIS, pages 165-70, and in each subsequent alternative analysis.

Page 2. Re: Night use and wildlife impacts. Prohibition of snowmobile use during late night hours, from 11 P.M. to 5 A.M. and from sunset to sunrise, are
features of various aternativesin the DEIS. These choiceswill be available to the decision maker through aternativesin the FEIS.

Page 2. Re: Number of users and use. Implementation of arecreation carrying capacity study is arequirement that would apply to all alternatives (page 23 in
the DEIS). The FEIS will provide mitigation in some aternativesin the form of interim limits on motorized use.

Page 2. Re: Mass transit opportunities. Alternative G would increase mass-transit opportunities, as would alternative B using the plowed road access from
West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful.

Page 3. Re: Emission impacts on air quality. The direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of snowmobile emissions are disclosed in the DEIS by alternative.
These analyses will be updated in the FEIS due to the completion of additional studies since the DEIS was published.

Page 3. Re: Impact of emissions on air quality and food and medicinal plants as cultural resources. As stated in the discussion of air quality monitoring on
page 109, “[a]ir pollutants (primarily from nitrogen and sulfur) may be deposited on terrestrial and aguatic resources through rain, snow, cloudwater, dryfall
and gases and may affect resources such as vegetation and water chemistry.” While the visible impacts (haze and odor) of snowmobile emissions upon air
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quality are usually short-term, depending upon the location and such environmental factors as wind, the long-term impacts of air pollutants on the environment
and human health are lesswell known. Studies are underway to ascertain and understand such long-term impacts. The studies will help identify the long-term
impacts of air pollutants on the parks' resources, such as vegetation, and provide insight into how the traditional use of such resources by American Indians
would also be impacted The DEIS dismisses impacts on vegetation on pages 81-82. NPS will consider thisissue further and provide adequate discussion in
the FEIS.
Page 3. Re: Continued study of winter use impacts. Asaresult of the FEIS and the decision, additional monitoring, adaptive management procedures (if
selected), and research needs will be identified.
Page 3. Re: Inadequate range of aternatives. “The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-forcing devise to insure that
the policies and goals defined in the Act [NEPA] are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the Federal Government (81502.1)." “The range of
aternatives discussed in an [EIS] shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision maker (81502.2 (€)).” The purpose and need for
action described in the DEIS is sufficiently broad to act as an action forcing tool. It iswithin the discretion of the decision maker to set the scope of analysis.
Considering that motorized use in the Parks is an existing use, not a proposed usg, it islogical to frame the purpose and need in terms that would include that
use and facilitate an incremental investigation of the impacts of that use. To do otherwise would result in anarrow scope of analysis. The settlement
agreement that resulted in a need to develop this EIS requires a comprehensive evaluation of winter recreation use — the presumption that only nonmotorized
use should be considered in light of policy, law, regulation and existing use, is not appropriate.

NPS takes this opportunity to further address the complexity of aternative formulation in this effort. Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features
were made in the thousands of comments received. A great deal of criticism was leveled at the current range of alternatives because people did not like the
way features were “mixed.” At the same time, many people focused on features of alternatives that they liked, and features to which they were opposed. It is
clear that for such complex issues there could be an infinite number of possible alternatives. CEQ states that in such instances, the agency need only consider
areasonable number of examples that cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question 1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked
Questions). What constitutes a reasonabl e range depends on the nature of the proposal and the factsin each case, where the proposal is at the discretion of the

agency.

Thefinal selected alternative that isto be documented in arecord of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS. Such
mixing can occur as long as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the features and their effects would not fall outside the range of
aternatives disclosed in the EIS (81505.1(€)). A finding asto that circumstance would be entirely appropriate in the record of decision, along with the
rationale, should the selected alternative not precisely correspond with one of the “mixes’” evaluated in detail. This material needs to be explained in a new
FEIS section on the decision to be made.
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